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Online Appendix III
Robustness
Campus eﬀects
In this appendix, we discuss the robustness of the results to subject
pools and learning eﬀects. We first turn to a finer analysis of the data by
breaking the data down by subject pool.1 The bottom panels of Tables 3-7
report percentage point diﬀerences. To estimate the size and significance of
the subject pool eﬀects, we ran probit regressions of the empirical averages
on a campus dummy with cluster-robust standard errors to account for the
statistical dependence of observations caused by the repeated appearance of
the same subjects in our sample. Overall, the data from the experiments at
Princeton and the data from the experiments at Berkeley present a quali-
tatively similar picture so we draw the same conclusions from both subject
pools separately as from the pooled analysis.
The diﬀerences between the Princeton and Berkeley data are most sub-
stantial in the line network (Table 3). In the first decision turn, the position-
 subjects are more likely to contribute (0173) and the position- subjects
are less likely to contribute (−0320) in the Berkeley data than in the Prince-
ton data (the numbers in brackets are percentage points). These diﬀerences
are statistically significant at the 1 percent level. There is also a marginally
significant diﬀerence in the second decision turn, where position- subjects
in the Berkeley sample are less likely to contribute (−0318) if they ob-
serve a contribution by a position- subject. Finally, in the third decision
turn, both position- and position- subjects are more likely to contribute
(0153 and 0275, respectively) if they have not observed a contribution in
the Berkeley sample as compared to the Princeton sample.
Both of these findings suggest that in the line network the subjects in
the Berkeley sample developed diﬀerent expectations about the actions of
the other subjects in the same network, and this prevents them from coor-
dinating on a salient equilibrium. As we have argued, in the line network,
it is not clear which of two equilibria is the more salient, the one in which
 and  contribute or the one in which  and  contribute. Perhaps it is
not surprising that we do not get a clear answer from both samples. There
was also more coordination failure in the Berkeley data — the eﬃciency (the
total contribution is two tokens) of the line network in the Berkeley sam-
ple was 0487 compared to 0653 the Princeton sample (Table 1). Apart
1The tables and figures based on the data from each campus are available for down-
loading at http://emlab.berkeley.edu/~kariv/CGKP_I_A3_F1.pdf.
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from the diﬀerences in the line network, we observe the same regularities in
both subject pools, which gives us some confidence that our conclusions are
robust.
When we look at the other networks, only a few quantitative diﬀerences
in contribution rates are significant and none change the main findings from
the full analysis of the pooled data. One of these quantitative diﬀerences
is that the isolated subjects in the one-link (Table 5) and pair (Table 7)
networks are more likely to contribute in the Berkeley data than in the
Princeton data. In the empty network, where all subjects are uninformed
and unobserved, the contribution rate is higher, though not significantly so,
in the Princeton data than in the Berkeley data. So it is in the asymmetric
situations – where salience would seem to suggest that isolated subjects,
who cannot coordinate with the other subjects, should not contribute – that
the Berkeley subjects are more likely to contribute. In fact, the contribution
rates of the isolated Berkeley subjects in the one-link and the pair networks
are similar to the contribution rates of subjects in the empty network (Table
2). This could suggest altruistic, non-strategic behavior on the part of the
Berkeley subjects though, given the large number of equilibria, there may
be other equally plausible explanations.
In the one-link network, there are also significant diﬀerences between the
Berkeley and Princeton data in the behavior of the subjects in positions 
and : a lower contribution rate (−0311) by position- subjects at the
second decision turn after observing a contribution and a lower contribution
rate (−0247) by position- subjects at the third decision turn. These lower
rates may be a response to the higher contributions by subjects in position .
In the pair network, we observe two significant diﬀerences: the contribution
rates of subjects in positions  and  in the Berkeley sample are lower
at the second and third decision turns (−0211 and −0293, respectively)
after observing a contribution. Again, this could be a response to the higher
contributions of the isolated subjects at position . These diﬀerences are
all significant at the 5 percent level.
Finally, in the star-out network (Table 4) we observe a few diﬀerences in
contribution rates, but the diﬀerences are quantitatively small. The Berke-
ley subjects in position  are slightly more likely to contribute (0107) in
the first decision turn. In a few cases the Berkeley subjects in position 
contributed a token when the public good had already been provided. These
contributions appear to be simple mistakes (the “trembling hand”). So both
sets of data seem to support our conclusions about salience and equilibrium
in the star-out network. Finally, in the star-in network (Table 6), there are
no significant diﬀerences between the Berkeley data and the Princeton data.
2
Learning eﬀects
To examine robustness to learning, we conducted a parallel analysis of
the data using only the last 15 rounds of each session.2 The findings are
very similar to the 25-round pooled data set, with some small improvements
in coordination rates over time. We also investigated behavior at the level of
the individual subject. Not surprisingly, there is some heterogeneity across
subjects. Nevertheless, the choices made by most of our subjects reflect
clearly classifiable strategies which are stable across decision-rounds. As
far as we could tell, “session eﬀects” were caused by a few subjects in the
session.
2The tables and figures based on the last 15 rounds of observations are available for
downloading at http://emlab.berkeley.edu/~kariv/CGKP_I_A3_F2.pdf.
3
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
Empty 0.058 0.391 0.453 0.098 0.449 0.551
One-link 0.107 0.267 0.440 0.187 0.373 0.627
Line 0.073 0.163 0.653 0.110 0.237 0.763
Star-out 0.204 0.113 0.618 0.065 0.316 0.684
Star-in 0.076 0.240 0.560 0.124 0.316 0.684
Pair 0.120 0.276 0.452 0.152 0.396 0.604
Complete -- -- -- -- -- --
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Complete Provision
Empty -- 0.028 0.690 0.353 0.964 0.469 -- --
One-link 0.537 -- 0.046 0.001 0.021 0.119 -- 0.000
Line 0.000 0.000 -- 0.161 0.645 0.713 -- 0.000
Star-out 0.053 0.199 0.001 -- 0.367 0.088 -- 0.000
Star-in 0.023 0.101 0.003 0.685 -- 0.428 -- 0.000
Pair 0.695 0.809 0.000 0.116 0.054 -- -- 0.028
Complete -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Tables and figures based on the data from each campus
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Table 1. The total number of contributions and provision rate by network
Princeton
Network Total contributions Provision
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
Empty 0.120 0.389 0.364 0.127 0.509 0.491
One-link 0.036 0.262 0.484 0.218 0.298 0.702
Line 0.100 0.267 0.487 0.147 0.367 0.633
Star-out 0.093 0.073 0.743 0.090 0.167 0.833
Star-in 0.097 0.307 0.380 0.217 0.403 0.597
Pair 0.080 0.350 0.437 0.133 0.430 0.570
Complete 0.076 0.225 0.505 0.193 0.302 0.698
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Complete Provision
Empty -- 0.007 0.500 0.150 0.005 0.830 0.037 --
One-link 0.000 -- 0.035 0.000 0.976 0.011 0.490 0.000
Line 0.001 0.099 -- 0.032 0.026 0.638 0.141 0.001
Star-out 0.000 0.000 0.000 -- 0.000 0.092 0.000 0.000
Star-in 0.011 0.013 0.357 0.000 -- 0.007 0.478 0.011
Pair 0.058 0.002 0.113 0.000 0.508 -- 0.054 0.058
Complete 0.000 0.922 0.100 0.000 0.011 0.002 -- 0.000
Berkeley
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Network Total contributions Provision
Contribution
rate
One-link B 0.556 (225) 0.300 (100) 0.300 (70) 0.782
Line C 0.817 (300) 0.164 (55) 0.087 (46) 0.860
Star-out B , C 0.320 (550) 0.190 (374) 0.076 (303) 0.491
Star-in A 0.616 (250) 0.375 (96) 0.217 (60) 0.812
0.528 (1325) 0.234 (625) 0.127 (479) 0.685
Contribution
rate
One-link A 0.098 (225) 0.300 (203) 0.444 (142) 0.649
Line A 0.013 (300) 0.037 (296) 0.095 (285) 0.140
Star-out A 0.040 (275) 0.133 (264) 0.476 (229) 0.564
Star-in B , C 0.176 (500) 0.182 (412) 0.199 (337) 0.460
0.096 (1300) 0.155 (1175) 0.268 (993) 0.441
Contribution
rate
Line B 0.137 (300) 0.571 (259) 0.459 (111) 0.800
Pair A , B 0.314 (500) 0.344 (343) 0.338 (225) 0.702
Complete A, B, C --
0.248 (800) 0.442 (602) 0.378 (336) 0.739
Contribution
rate
Empty A , B , C 0.415 (675) 0.076 (395) 0.132 (365) 0.530
One-link C 0.173 (225) 0.043 (186) 0.084 (178) 0.276
Pair C 0.140 (250) 0.047 (215) 0.063 (205) 0.232
0.308 (1150) 0.060 (796) 0.102 (748) 0.416
( ) - # of obs.
Princeton
C. Informed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Average
Average
Network
-- -- --
D. Uninformed and unobserved
Average
Average
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
1 2 3
B. Informed and unobserved
Table 2. The evolution of contributions over time by uninformed and informed types
Position
Period
1 2 3
A. Uninformed and observed
Network Position
Period
Contribution
rate
One-link B 0.600 (225) 0.578 (90) 0.053 (38) 0.840
Line C 0.497 (300) 0.106 (151) 0.185 (135) 0.633
Star-out B , C 0.463 (600) 0.193 (322) 0.054 (260) 0.590
Star-in A 0.533 (300) 0.164 (140) 0.154 (117) 0.670
0.507 (1425) 0.218 (703) 0.107 (550) 0.655
Contribution
rate
One-link A 0.182 (225) 0.190 (184) 0.376 (149) 0.587
Line A 0.187 (300) 0.057 (244) 0.209 (230) 0.393
Star-out A 0.147 (300) 0.113 (256) 0.537 (227) 0.650
Star-in B , C 0.155 (600) 0.172 (507) 0.319 (420) 0.523
0.164 (1425) 0.139 (1191) 0.351 (1026) 0.533
Contribution
rate
Line B 0.237 (300) 0.218 (229) 0.419 (179) 0.653
Pair A , B 0.207 (600) 0.279 (476) 0.248 (343) 0.570
Complete A, B, C 0.179 (825) 0.260 (677) 0.349 (501) 0.605
0.217 (900) 0.260 (705) 0.307 (522) 0.598
Contribution
rate
Empty A , B , C 0.299 (825) 0.090 (578) 0.215 (526) 0.499
One-link C 0.316 (225) 0.091 (154) 0.129 (140) 0.458
Pair C 0.370 (300) 0.085 (189) 0.104 (173) 0.483
0.318 (1350) 0.089 (921) 0.178 (839) 0.489
( ) - # of obs.
D. Uninformed and unobserved
Average
Average
Average
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
A. Uninformed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
C. Informed and observed
Berkeley
B. Informed and unobserved
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Average
C
State --
0.817
(300)
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.012 0.195 0.178 0.654 0.164
(255) (41) (45) (214) (55)
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.118 0.080 0.129 0.588 0.087
(110) (175) (31) (80) (46)
( ) - # of obs.
C
State --
0.497
(300)
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.037 0.127 0.097 0.336 0.106
(189) (55) (113) (116) (151)
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.271 0.111 0.404 0.433 0.185
(140) (90) (89) (90) (135)
( ) - # of obs.
C
State --
-0.320
***
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.025 -0.068 -0.080 -0.318 -0.058
*
State 0 1 0 1 --
0.153 0.031 0.275 -0.154 0.098
* **
***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
Percentage point differences
A B
1 Diff.
-- --
0.173 0.100
***
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
1
-- --
Freq. 0.013 0.137(300) (300)
2
Princeton
A B
Table 3. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the line network
Freq.
3 Freq.
Berkeley
A B
1
-- --
Freq. 0.187 0.237(300) (300)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
B,C
State --
0.320
(550)
State 0 1 2 --
0.042 0.220 0.130 0.190
(118) (123) (23) (374)
State 0 1 2 --
0.057 0.882 0.000 0.076
(70) (119) (40) (303)
( ) - # of obs.
B,C
State --
0.463
(600)
State 0 1 2 --
0.015 0.194 0.000 0.193
(65) (144) (47) (322)
State 0 1 2 --
0.086 0.906 0.062 0.054
(35) (127) (65) (260)
( ) - # of obs.
B,C
State --
0.143
State 0 1 2 --
-0.027 -0.025 -0.130 0.003
**
State 0 1 2 --
0.029 0.023 0.062 -0.022
***
***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Percentage point differences
A
1
--
Diff. 0.107*
Table 4. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the star-out network
Princeton
A
1
--
Freq. 0.040(275)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
Berkeley
A
1
--
Freq. 0.147(300)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
B C
State -- --
0.556 0.173
(225) (225)
State 0 1 -- --
0.034 0.509 0.300 0.043
(89) (114) (100) (186)
State 0 1 -- --
0.313 0.551 0.300 0.084
(64) (78) (70) (178)
( ) - # of obs.
B C
State -- --
0.600 0.316
(225) (225)
State 0 1 -- --
0.179 0.198 0.578 0.091
(78) (106) (90) (154)
State 0 1 -- --
0.238 0.398 0.053 0.129
(21) (128) (38) (140)
( ) - # of obs.
B C
State -- --
0.044 0.142
State 0 1 -- --
0.146 -0.311 0.278 0.048
**
State 0 1 -- --
-0.074 -0.153 -0.247 0.044
**
***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Percentage point differences
A
1
--
Diff. 0.084
A
Table 5. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the one-link network
Berkeley
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
Princeton
A
1
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
--
Freq. 0.098(225)
1
--
Freq. 0.182(225)
A
State --
0.616
(250)
State -- 0 1
0.375 0.088 0.242
(96) (160) (252)
State -- 0 1
0.217 0.167 0.211
(60) (90) (247)
( ) - # of obs.
A
State --
0.533
(300)
State -- 0 1
0.164 0.110 0.226
(140) (237) (270)
State -- 0 1
0.154 0.269 0.355
(117) (175) (245)
( ) - # of obs.
A
State --
-0.083
State -- 0 1
-0.211 0.022 -0.016
State -- 0 1
-0.063 0.102 0.145
***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Percentage point differences
B,C
1
--
Diff. -0.021
Table 6. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the star-in network
Princeton
Berkeley
B,C
1
--
Freq. 0.176(500)
2 Freq.
3
B,C
Freq.
1
--
Freq. 0.155(600)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
C
State --
0.140
(250)
State 0 1 --
0.300 0.447 0.047
(240) (103) (215)
State 0 1 --
0.200 0.495 0.063
(120) (105) (205)
( ) - # of obs.
C
State --
0.370
(300)
State 0 1 --
0.291 0.235 0.085
(374) (102) (189)
State 0 1 --
0.284 0.203 0.104
(190) (153) (173)
( ) - # of obs.
C
State --
0.230
*
State 0 1 --
-0.009 -0.211 0.038
**
State 0 1 --
0.084 -0.293 0.041
**
***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Percentage point differences
A,B
1
--
Diff. -0.107
Table 7. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the pair network
A,B
1
--
Freq. 0.207(600)
Berkeley
Princeton
A,B
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
1
--
Freq. 0.314(500)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
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Figure 2. Efficiency rates across networks
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Figure 3. The frequencies of contributions across time for selected positions
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Figure 3. The frequencies of contributions across time for selected positions
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Figure 4. The frequencies of contribution at payoff-relevant states for selected positions
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Figure 4. The frequencies of contribution at payoff-relevant states for selected positions
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Figure 5. The total contributions across time in the star-out network by subjects in positions B and C
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Figure 5. The total contributions across time in the star-out network by subjects in positions B and C
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Figure 6. Efficiency in the star-in network conditional on the timing of contribution of position-A subjects
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Figure 6. Efficiency in the star-in network conditional on the timing of contribution of position-A subjects
Berkeley
Efficient Under Over
47
1336
154
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
1 2 3 4
F
Period
No contribution
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
Empty 0.097 0.373 0.420 0.110 0.470 0.530
One-link 0.089 0.252 0.452 0.207 0.341 0.659
Line 0.072 0.192 0.631 0.106 0.264 0.736
Star-out 0.162 0.081 0.687 0.070 0.243 0.757
Star-in 0.094 0.255 0.500 0.152 0.348 0.652
Pair 0.112 0.336 0.455 0.097 0.448 0.552
Complete 0.085 0.224 0.509 0.182 0.309 0.691
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Complete Provision
Empty -- 0.001 0.855 0.071 0.124 0.592 0.031 --
One-link 0.002 -- 0.000 0.000 0.074 0.000 0.516 0.002
Line 0.000 0.037 -- 0.092 0.071 0.709 0.016 0.000
Star-out 0.000 0.008 0.534 -- 0.001 0.197 0.000 0.000
Star-in 0.002 0.843 0.016 0.003 -- 0.034 0.388 0.002
Pair 0.589 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.009 -- 0.007 0.589
Complete 0.001 0.496 0.284 0.117 0.382 0.003 -- 0.001
Tables and figures based on the last 15 rounds of observations
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Table 1. The total number of contributions and provision rate by network
All
Network Total contributions Provision
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
Empty 0.059 0.370 0.489 0.081 0.430 0.570
One-link 0.141 0.252 0.437 0.170 0.393 0.607
Line 0.033 0.128 0.744 0.094 0.161 0.839
Star-out 0.224 0.097 0.624 0.055 0.321 0.679
Star-in 0.087 0.213 0.620 0.080 0.300 0.700
Pair 0.120 0.287 0.487 0.107 0.407 0.593
Complete -- -- -- -- -- --
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Complete Provision
Empty -- 0.007 0.651 0.186 0.365 0.076 -- --
One-link 0.104 -- 0.013 0.000 0.059 0.314 -- 0.076
Line 0.000 0.001 -- 0.061 0.611 0.144 -- 0.314
Star-out 0.002 0.182 0.033 -- 0.021 0.001 -- 0.144
Star-in 0.003 0.189 0.038 0.993 -- 0.365 -- 0.001
Pair 0.244 0.613 0.000 0.057 0.062 -- -- 0.365
Complete -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Princeton
Network Total contributions Provision
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
Empty 0.127 0.376 0.364 0.133 0.503 0.497
One-link 0.037 0.252 0.467 0.244 0.289 0.711
Line 0.111 0.256 0.517 0.117 0.367 0.633
Star-out 0.106 0.067 0.744 0.083 0.172 0.828
Star-in 0.100 0.289 0.400 0.211 0.389 0.611
Pair 0.106 0.378 0.428 0.089 0.483 0.517
Complete 0.085 0.224 0.509 0.182 0.309 0.691
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Complete Provision
Empty -- 0.014 0.640 0.134 0.057 0.188 0.228 --
One-link 0.000 -- 0.003 0.000 0.484 0.000 0.186 0.000
Line 0.011 0.148 -- 0.293 0.016 0.386 0.089 0.011
Star-out 0.000 0.014 0.000 -- 0.001 0.851 0.007 0.000
Star-in 0.033 0.065 0.664 -- 0.001 0.495 0.033
Pair 0.715 0.001 0.025 0.000 0.071 -- 0.011 0.715
Complete 0.000 0.705 0.260 0.003 0.121 0.001 -- 0.000
Berkeley
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Network Total contributions Provision
Under
0 1 2 3 contribution
1 0.100 0.467 0.367 0.067 0.567 0.433
2 0.027 0.293 0.587 0.093 0.320 0.680
3 0.127 0.376 0.364 0.133 0.503 0.497
1 0.080 0.200 0.507 0.213 0.280 0.720
2 0.217 0.317 0.350 0.117 0.533 0.467
3 0.037 0.252 0.467 0.244 0.289 0.711
1 0.053 0.133 0.693 0.120 0.187 0.813
2 0.019 0.124 0.781 0.076 0.143 0.857
3 0.111 0.256 0.517 0.117 0.367 0.633
1 0.256 0.122 0.556 0.067 0.378 0.622
2 0.187 0.067 0.707 0.040 0.253 0.747
3 0.106 0.067 0.744 0.083 0.172 0.828
1 0.027 0.107 0.827 0.040 0.133 0.867
2 0.147 0.320 0.413 0.120 0.467 0.533
3 0.100 0.289 0.400 0.211 0.389 0.611
Provision
Empty
On-link
Line
Star-out
Star-in
All
Table 1-Alt. The total number of contributions and provision rate by session
Network Session Total contributions 
1 0.111 0.278 0.489 0.122 0.389 0.611
2 0.133 0.300 0.483 0.083 0.433 0.567
3 0.106 0.378 0.428 0.089 0.483 0.517
Empty One-link Line Star-out Star-in Pair Provision
Empty -- 0.127 0.827 0.184 0.827 0.827 --
One-link 0.275 -- 0.184 0.050 0.275 0.127 0.275
Line 0.127 0.275 -- 0.127 0.658 0.827 0.127
Star-out 0.127 0.275 0.513 -- 0.376 0.077 0.127
Star-in 0.275 0.827 0.513 0.513 -- 0.827 0.275
Pair 0.513 0.513 0.050 0.050 0.376 -- 0.513
Pair
Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) rank-sum test - under (white) / over (gray)
Contribution
rate
One-link B 0.630 (270) 0.460 (100) 0.111 (54) 0.822
Line C 0.694 (360) 0.073 (110) 0.196 (102) 0.772
Star-out B , C 0.380 (690) 0.175 (428) 0.040 (353) 0.509
Star-in A 0.588 (330) 0.331 (136) 0.066 (91) 0.742
0.531 (1650) 0.225 (774) 0.077 (600) 0.664
Contribution
rate
One-link A 0.137 (270) 0.253 (233) 0.391 (174) 0.607
Line A 0.086 (360) 0.033 (329) 0.142 (318) 0.242
Star-out A 0.078 (345) 0.094 (318) 0.576 (288) 0.646
Star-in B , C 0.161 (660) 0.150 (554) 0.276 (471) 0.483
0.123 (1635) 0.128 (1434) 0.327 (1251) 0.485
Contribution
rate
Line B 0.222 (360) 0.393 (280) 0.482 (170) 0.756
Pair A , B 0.215 (660) 0.307 (518) 0.284 (359) 0.611
Complete A, B, C 0.158 (495) 0.278 (417) 0.336 (301) 0.596
0.198 (1515) 0.317 (1215) 0.344 (830) 0.640
Contribution
rate
Empty A , B , C 0.332 (900) 0.092 (601) 0.200 (546) 0.514
One-link C 0.241 (270) 0.063 (205) 0.083 (192) 0.348
Pair C 0.224 (330) 0.047 (256) 0.074 (244) 0.315
0.292 (1500) 0.075 (1062) 0.146 (982) 0.441
( ) - # of obs.
All
C. Informed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Average
Average
Network
D. Uninformed and unobserved
Average
Average
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
1 2 3
B. Informed and unobserved
Table 2. The evolution of contributions over time by uninformed and informed types
Position
Period
1 2 3
A. Uninformed and observed
Network Position
Period
Contribution
rate
One-link B 0.570 (135) 0.345 (58) 0.158 (38) 0.763
Line C 0.900 (180) 0.167 (18) 0.200 (15) 0.933
Star-out B , C 0.318 (330) 0.187 (225) 0.044 (183) 0.470
Star-in A 0.620 (150) 0.439 (57) 0.094 (32) 0.807
0.550 (795) 0.251 (358) 0.075 (268) 0.688
Contribution
rate
One-link A 0.104 (135) 0.306 (121) 0.429 (84) 0.644
Line A 0.006 (180) 0.034 (179) 0.069 (173) 0.106
Star-out A 0.006 (165) 0.110 (164) 0.514 (146) 0.570
Star-in B , C 0.157 (300) 0.170 (253) 0.205 (210) 0.443
0.081 (780) 0.145 (717) 0.271 (613) 0.427
Contribution
rate
Line B 0.172 (180) 0.584 (149) 0.597 (62) 0.861
Pair A , B 0.300 (300) 0.352 (210) 0.353 (136) 0.707
Complete A, B, C --
0.252 (480) 0.448 (359) 0.429 (198) 0.765
Contribution
rate
Empty A , B , C 0.402 (405) 0.091 (242) 0.136 (220) 0.531
One-link C 0.163 (135) 0.035 (113) 0.046 (109) 0.230
Pair C 0.100 (150) 0.022 (135) 0.053 (132) 0.167
0.290 (690) 0.059 (490) 0.091 (461) 0.393
( ) - # of obs.
Position
Period
1 2 3
A. Uninformed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
B. Informed and unobserved
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Network
-- -- --
D. Uninformed and unobserved
Average
Average
Princeton
C. Informed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Average
Average
Contribution
rate
One-link B 0.689 (135) 0.619 (42) 0.000 (16) 0.881
Line C 0.489 (180) 0.054 (92) 0.195 (87) 0.611
Star-out B , C 0.436 (360) 0.163 (203) 0.035 (170) 0.544
Star-in A 0.561 (180) 0.253 (79) 0.051 (59) 0.689
0.513 (855) 0.202 (416) 0.078 (332) 0.642
Contribution
rate
One-link A 0.170 (135) 0.196 (112) 0.356 (90) 0.570
Line A 0.167 (180) 0.033 (150) 0.228 (145) 0.378
Star-out A 0.144 (180) 0.078 (154) 0.641 (142) 0.717
Star-in B , C 0.164 (360) 0.133 (301) 0.333 (261) 0.517
0.161 (855) 0.110 (717) 0.381 (638) 0.538
Contribution
rate
Line B 0.272 (180) 0.176 (131) 0.417 (108) 0.650
Pair A , B 0.144 (360) 0.276 (308) 0.242 (223) 0.531
Complete A, B, C 0.158 (495) 0.278 (417) 0.336 (301) 0.596
0.173 (1035) 0.262 (856) 0.316 (632) 0.583
Contribution
rate
Empty A , B , C 0.275 (495) 0.092 (359) 0.242 (326) 0.501
One-link C 0.319 (135) 0.098 (92) 0.133 (83) 0.467
Pair C 0.328 (180) 0.074 (121) 0.098 (112) 0.439
0.294 (810) 0.089 (572) 0.194 (521) 0.481
( ) - # of obs.
Berkeley
C. Informed and observed
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
Average
Average
Network
D. Uninformed and unobserved
Average
Average
Network Position
Period
1 2 3
1 2 3
B. Informed and unobserved
Position
Period
1 2 3
A. Uninformed and observed
Network Position
Period
C C
State -- State --
0.694 0.900
(360) (180)
State 0 1 0 1 -- State 0 1 0 1 --
0.008 0.129 0.089 0.512 0.073 0.007 0.161 0.077 0.632 0.167
(259) (70) (79) (201) (110) (148) (31) (13) (136) (18)
State 0 1 0 1 -- State 0 1 0 1 --
0.222 0.048 0.394 0.545 0.196 0.115 0.045 0.182 0.686 0.200
(171) (147) (71) (99) (102) (61) (112) (11) (51) (15)
( ) - # of obs. ( ) - # of obs.
C C
State -- State --
0.489 -0.411
(180) ***
State 0 1 0 1 -- State 0 1 0 1 --
0.009 0.103 0.091 0.262 0.054 0.002 -0.059 0.014 -0.371 -0.112
(111) (39) (66) (65) (92) *
State 0 1 0 1 -- State 0 1 0 1 --
0.282 0.057 0.433 0.396 0.195 0.167 0.013 0.252 -0.290 -0.005
(110) (35) (60) (48) (87) *
( ) - # of obs. ***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
B
***
Percentage point differences
1
B
1
--
0.006 0.172
(180)
3
A
3 Freq.
-- --
Freq. 0.161 0.100
2 Freq.
Table 3. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the line network
(180)
2 Freq.
0.086 0.222
(360) (360)
--
Freq.
Freq.
A
All
A B
1
-- --
Freq.
Princeton
2 Freq.
Freq.
3 Freq.
2
Berkeley
(180) (180)
3 Freq.
A B
-- --
0.167 0.2721 Freq.
B,C B,C
State -- State --
0.380 0.318
(690) (330)
State 0 1 2 -- State 0 1 2 --
0.026 0.156 0.029 0.175 0.027 0.195 0.071 0.187
(116) (167) (35) (428) (73) (77) (14) (225)
State 0 1 2 -- State 0 1 2 --
0.087 0.940 0.058 0.040 0.089 0.922 0.000 0.044
(69) (167) (52) (353) (45) (77) (24) (183)
( ) - # of obs. ( ) - # of obs.
B,C B,C
State -- State --
0.436 0.118
(360)
State 0 1 2 -- State 0 1 2 --
0.023 0.122 0.000 0.163 -0.004 -0.073 -0.071 -0.024
(43) (90) (21) (203) ***
State 0 1 2 -- State 0 1 2 --
0.083 0.956 0.107 0.035 -0.006 0.033 0.107 -0.008
(24) (90) (28) (170) **
( ) - # of obs. ***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
Table 4. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the star-out network
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
A
1
--
Diff. 0.138**
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
A
1
--
Freq. 0.006(165)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
A
1
--
Freq. 0.144(180)
Berkeley Percentage point differences
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
1
--
Freq. 0.078(345)
All Princeton
A
B C B C
State -- -- State -- --
0.630 0.241 0.570 0.163
(270) (270) (135) (135)
State 0 1 -- -- State 0 1 -- --
0.114 0.338 0.460 0.063 0.039 0.500 0.345 0.035
(88) (145) (100) (205) (51) (70) (58) (113)
State 0 1 -- -- State 0 1 -- --
0.222 0.450 0.111 0.083 0.222 0.583 0.158 0.046
(45) (129) (54) (192) (36) (48) (38) (109)
( ) - # of obs. ( ) - # of obs.
B C B C
State -- -- State -- --
0.689 0.319 0.119 0.156
(135) (135)
State 0 1 -- -- State 0 1 -- --
0.216 0.187 0.619 0.098 0.177 -0.313 0.274 0.062
(37) (75) (42) (92) **
State 0 1 -- -- State 0 1 -- --
0.222 0.370 0.000 0.133 0.000 -0.213 -0.158 0.087
(9) (81) (16) (83) **
( ) - # of obs. ***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
3 Freq.
--
Freq. 0.137(270)
1
--
Freq. 0.170
A
1
2 Freq.
(135)
A
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
1
--
Freq. 0.104(135)
All Princeton
Berkeley Percentage point differences
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
A
Table 5. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the one-link network
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
A
1
--
Diff. 0.067
A A
State -- State --
0.588 0.620
(330) (150)
State -- 0 1 State -- 0 1
0.331 0.085 0.197 0.439 0.080 0.229
(136) (235) (319) (57) (100) (153)
State -- 0 1 State -- 0 1
0.066 0.236 0.294 0.094 0.173 0.215
(91) (144) (327) (32) (52) (158)
( ) - # of obs. ( ) - # of obs.
A A
State -- State --
0.561 -0.059
(180)
State -- 0 1 State -- 0 1
0.253 0.089 0.169
(79) (135) (166)
State -- 0 1 State -- 0 1
0.051 0.272 0.367 -0.043 0.099 0.152
(59) (92) (169)
( ) - # of obs. ***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
1
--
Freq. 0.164(360)
2 Freq.
3
B,C
Freq.
Berkeley
--
Freq. 0.161(660)
All Princeton
B,C
1
--
Freq. 0.157(300)
B,C
1
0.007
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
Table 6. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the star-in network
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Percentage point differences
B,C
1
--
Diff.
C C
State -- State --
0.224 0.100
(330) (150)
State 0 1 -- State 0 1 --
0.308 0.304 0.047 0.327 0.426 0.022
(416) (102) (256) (156) (54) (135)
State 0 1 -- State 0 1 --
0.223 0.366 0.074 0.189 0.548 0.053
(206) (153) (244) (74) (62) (132)
( ) - # of obs. ( ) - # of obs.
C C
State -- State --
0.328 0.228
(180) *
State 0 1 -- State 0 1 --
0.296 0.167 0.074 -0.031 -0.259 0.052
(260) (48) (121) ***
State 0 1 -- State 0 1 --
0.242 0.242 0.098 0.053 -0.307 0.045
(132) (91) (112) ***
( ) - # of obs. ***, **, * - 1, 5, and 10 percent significance level, respectively
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
--
Freq. 0.215(660)
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
A,B
1
--
Freq. 0.144(360)
All Princeton
A,B
1
--
Freq. 0.300(300)
A,B
1
Diff. -0.156
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
Table 7. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the pair network
2 Diff.
3 Diff.
Berkeley Percentage point differences
A,B
1
--
State
State 0 1 2
0.351 0.121 0.000
(288) (124) (5)
State 0 1 2
0.173 0.467 0.048
(75) (184) (42)
( ) - # of obs.
Table 8. The frequencies of contributions at different states in the complete network
A,B,C
1
--
Freq. 0.158(495)
Berkeley
2 Freq.
3 Freq.
1.0
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Figure 3. The frequencies of contributions across time for selected positions
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Figure 4. The frequencies of contribution at payoff-relevant states for selected positions
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Figure 4. The frequencies of contribution at payoff-relevant states for selected positions
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Figure 5. The total contributions across time in the star-out network by subjects in positions B and C
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Figure 5. The total contributions across time in the star-out network by subjects in positions B and C
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Figure 5. The total contributions across time in the star-out network by subjects in positions B and C
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Figure 6. Efficiency in the star-in network conditional on the timing of contribution of position-A subjects
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